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To whom it may concern

Aquatic Compliance Statement for the proposed Haga Haga Wind Farm access
road upgrades Basic Assessment Report
EnviroSci (Pty) Ltd was appointed to review the proposed access road upgrades for the Wind Farm
against the previous aquatic impact assessment submitted as part of the EIA and Water Use Licence
Application Risk Assessments conducted by SAS (2017 & 2018), noting that this compliance
assessment was based on a site-specific assessment in September / October 2021 by the undersigned.
The Haga Haga WEF was authorised on 5/07/2019 (DFFE Reference: 14/12/16/3/3/2/1087). The
Environmental Authorisation (EA) received an amendment on 03/06/2021 (DFFE Reference:
14/12/16/3/3/2/1087/AM1). The original EIA included a 42 turbine layout and associated internal
road network, the amendment reduced the number of turbines to 36 and the internal road network
was changed to match. The internal road layout will be built as per the layout submitted during the
amendment, within allowable micro siting limits. The WEF has not yet been constructed.
However, several of the site access points will require upgrades on farm portions which were not
included in the previous applications. WKN Windcurrent, is therefore proposing to upgrade the
existing roads leading to the access points, which will link up with the approved WEF internal road
layout, to allow for access to the site in order for the turbine infrastructure, including but not limited
to the blades and tower components, to be transported to the site on large trucks. Due to the length
of the blades (up to 100m), the trucks require a minimum road width of 8m with the width increasing
at the turning arcs to up to 110m in diameter (55m wide intersection radius) to allow for safe passage.
The proposed upgrades are described in Table 1 below and in the Figures 1 and 2
Table 1: Description of the upgrades
FARM PORTION
RE of Farm 94

UPGRADE DESCRIPTION
Widening of existing intersection
Existing road needs to be widened and realigned
Portion 2 of Farm 94
slightly
RE of Farm 111 & Portion 1 of Existing road needs to be widened and realigned
Farm 111
slightly
Portion 2 of Farm 69
Existing intersection to be widened
Existing road needs to be widened and realigned
RE of Farm 225
Existing intersection to be widened
Road widening and/or vegetation trimming and
RE Farm 222 and RE Farm 288
possible clearance
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Figure 1: Access and road upgrade locality map

Figure 2: Potential watercourse and or wetlands based on the available National Spatial Databases
(SANBI / NSBA, 2018)
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Based then on the assessment of the proposed footprints, the additional works would have little
bearing on the aquatic environment as the proposed footprint is located either well outside of any
watercourses and wetlands or positioned within existing road crossings. These upgrades thus present
an opportunity to upgrade the existing bridges and stormwater infrastructure.
Consequently, the proponent took cognisance of the sensitivity layers (river & wetlands) supplied
during the original EIA, and by locating the proposed structures within previously disturbed areas, thus
avoiding any potential High Sensitivity areas.
In terms of the PROTOCOL FOR SPECIALIST ASSESSMENT AND MINIMUM REPORT CONTENT
REQUIREMENTS FOR THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS ON BIODIVERSITY and in particular Aquatic
Biodiversity related to Government Gazette 43110, (20 March 2020) and Appendix 6 of the NEMA EIA
Regulations, have also been considered in this compliance statement. The DFFE screening tool
indicated that that the sites are all located in LOW sensitivity areas (Aquatic Theme) , as indicated in
the Screening Tool Results (See Appendix 1), and this was confirmed during the site visits conducted
29 September – 1 October 2021. Similarly, the impacts would thus remain unchanged against the
previous assessments (Table 2).
Table 2: Impact summary table comparing authorised infrastructure (SAS, 2017/2018 reports)
versus the additional access road upgrades

Issue & Impact
Site clearing, with
removal of vegetation
and soil disturbance

3

Authorised
layout impact
rating with
mitigation
LOW

Additional works
impact rating
with mitigation
LOW

Upgrading
existing
roads (previously only
internal roads, but this
now
includes
the
additional roads)
Loss of riparian systems
and water courses

LOW

LOW

LOW

LOW

Impact on aquatic
systems through the
possible increase in
surface water runoff on
downstream
sedimentation
and
erosion

LOW

LOW

Potential impact on
localised surface water
quality
Cumulative
impacts
such as loss of
ecosystem services

LOW

LOW

LOW

LOW

Comment
No additional impacts are anticipated but
as recommended in the authorised
project a preconstruction walkdown
must be conducted.
All the important aquatic zones have
been avoided.

All the important aquatic zones have
been avoided or contain high levels of
alien tree cover.
No additional impacts are anticipated,
although
the
development
of
stormwater management features is
reiterated. Similarly, this would then not
impact on the overall water resource
within the site, as none of the new
structures must impede or divert water
from the catchments
No impacts and or additional mitigation,
when compared to the EIA, are required.
Through avoidance of any high value
aquatic systems and the general
improvement of existing crossings, a
positive cumulative impact could occur if
river/wetland rehabilitation occurs,
which for the most parts include alien

No-Go option

LOW

LOW

vegetation management and was
included in the original proposed
mitigation for the project.
Loss of natural systems within the region
is on-going as reported in the original
assessment.

In conclusion, the final impact of the proposed additional works on the aquatic environment with
suitable stormwater management and or crossing designs will remain unchanged from the original
impact assessments if all the proposed mitigations are upheld.
Thus, based on the findings of this study, there is no objection from an aquatic impact perspective to
the upgrading and operations of the additional access roads and crossings, if all mitigations proposed
in the reports submitted are carried out. Similarly, in the assessment of potential cumulative impacts,
no additional impacts or changes to the previously assessed impacts would be required due to the
proposed amendment.
Furthermore, the sites will also be included in the current Water Use Application under a General
Authorisation, submitted to DWS.
No changes to the original mitigations or EMPr considerations are required.
Please don’t hesitate to contact me directly should you have any further queries.
Yours Sincerely

Dr Brian Colloty
Cell: 083 498 3299
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Site verification report, as per the DFFE Screening Tool
Prior to finalising the Aquatic Biodiversity Specialist Assessment in accordance with the Specialist Assessment
and Minimum Report Content Requirements for Environmental Impacts on Aquatic Biodiversity (Government
Notice 320, dated 20 March 2020), a site sensitivity verification was undertaken to confirm the current land use
and environmental sensitivity of the proposed project area as identified by the National Web-Based
Environmental Screening Tool (Screening Tool).
The details of the site sensitivity verification are noted below:
Date of Site Visit

29, September - 1 October 2021

Specialist Name

Dr Brian Colloty

Professional Registration Number

400268/07

Specialist Affiliation / Company

EnviroSci (Pty) Ltd

Government Notice No. 320, dated 20 March 2020, includes the requirement that an Initial Site Sensitivity
Verification Report must be produced for a development footprint. As per Part 1, Section 2.3, the outcome of
the Initial Site Verification must be recorded in the form of a report that(a) Confirms or disputes the current use of the land and environmental sensitivity as identified by the
national web based environmental screening tool.
(b) Contains a motivation and evidence of either the verified or different use of the land and environmental
sensitivity.
(c) Is submitted together with the relevant reports prepared in accordance with the requirements of the
Environmental Impact Assessment Regulations.
This report has been produced specifically to consider the aquatic biodiversity theme and addresses the content
requirements of (a) and (b) above. The report will be appended to the respective specialist study included in the
NEMA related reports produced for the project.
Site sensitivity based on the aquatic biodiversity theme included in the Screening Tool and specialist assessment
Based on the DFFE Screening Tool, the sites were rated LOW sensitivity due to the lack of any significant aquatic
systems that may be affected. (See Figure 1).
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Figure 1. DFFE Screening Tool outcome for the aquatic biodiversity theme, where Green = LOW sensitivity
Based on the above outcomes, the specialist confirms the environmental sensitivities identified on site,
informed by site visits undertaken by Dr Brian Colloty would be rated as LOW. This information was then
compared to current wetland inventories, 1: 50 000 topocadastral surveys mapping and the site.
It was thus confirmed that no sensitive aquatic systems are located within the sites as the proposed works will
make use of existing roads (Plate 1 -4).

Plate 1: The only aquatic features affected by proposed road upgrades (with the exception of the road
crossings (Plate 3)) include the high number of farm dams located near the proposed sites
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Plate 2: A view of the Haga Haga Road presently been worked by Provincial Roads along the section that will
later be upgraded

Plate 3: The poor condition (disturbance and alien vegetation) of the aquatic vegetation along the watercourse
near Soto, where the current crossing will be upgraded
Motivation of the outcomes of the sensitivity map and key conclusions
In conclusion, the DFFE Screening Tool identified one sensitivity rating within the development footprint,
namely, LOW, which was confirmed on site and supported by the Eastern Cape Biodiversity Conservation Plan,
i.e., only Ecological Support areas will be affected (Figure 2)
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Figure 2. ECBCP, 2019 Aquatic zones
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